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T - SEQRET ‘March 29, 1962

Summary prepared by S/P on meeting of specialists who discussed
"Implications of the Sino-Soviet Dispute for U. S. policy’f

Little likelihood dispute will be resolved in foreseeable future; good:
chance of further deterioration; if situation remains relatively same
there are many implications deserving U. S. policy and security study..

" Reconciliation undesirable; continuation of present situation has many
advantages (confusion and uncertamty in other parties); complete
break most advantageous (significant change in world power).

Limited resources available for U.S. to influence dispute, mainly
through third parties, underdeveloped countries, international nego-
- tiation -~ U.S. policy should remain aloof, not sﬂent but give accurate
publicity to dispute, do nothing to drive protagomsts together, if must
choose sides take USSR. :

Since Soviet would not become directly involved with Chinese unless
Chinese territory actually threatened, the U.S. should exercise re-
straint but hold to present position.

The Sino-Soviet dispute has only marginal bearing on specific issues;
e.qg., Berlln, disarmament -~ each issue should be considered on its

own merlts in determining policy.

Some of group thought that relaxation of trade embargo on China would
help encourage Chinese to stand firm, while others thought this would
strengthen radical groups in control thus discouraging Moscow from
moving toward a break.

All participants felt the Sino-Soviet dispute destroys the myth that
communism is a monolithic unity. The U.S. can exploit this
effectively within commumst partles ard among leftists throughout
the world. ‘
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Merch 27, 1962
T0s | The Secretary
THROUGH: 8/3
FROM3 . 8fPe W, H.'liostw
SUBJECT:  Conclusions of Spesial Study Group re Implications .

of the Sino-Soviet Dispute

At the Jamuary 2 session of your Policy Flanning Meeting devoted
to the 8imo~Scoviet dispute, you suggested that the Council on Foreign
Ralations be msked to organisze a Special Study Group to consider the. 4
depthe and ‘implications of the dispute. The Couneil readily agreed to
undertake the task and two six-howr meetings of govermmental and mon~
.- goverzmental -specislists were held in Few Xork under the Cheirmanship
of Phil Moselsy on 1 and 21 February., '

These discusaions proved highly productive and showed & large .
degree of consensus ss to the nature and probahle courge of the conflict..
Time auvd the number of participants did not permit, howaver, a full
exploration of the polioy implicatiops for the U.8. V¥e decided to have
a follow-up meeting in Washington of selected mambers of the Council
Group who were fully cleared for clagsified information. This smaller
group met in the Departmant for an all day session op 8 March under
CIA and Departmental euspices, ‘ . '

'The attached peper summerizes the results of this last discussion.
It also gives in brief compass, end uses as its point of departure, the

results of the two earlier New York meetings. It can be considered, there-

fore, the and product of an extensive exchange of views smong an impressive

group of specialists who have followed Sino-Soviet matters closely for the

| past several years, It of course leavas many questions unansvered, tut I
believe it meets in good part your wishes for a mature review of the Sino-
Soviet relationship es it now stands and of the outlook, _

ce w/atteohmentt

Mr, Bell

My. MgGhes
¥r. Bohlen v

 Mp. Johneen .
FEs ¥r. Harriman v
' Mr, Kohle_c ' S
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15 March 1962

IMPLICATIONS OF THE SINO-SOVIET DISFUTE FOR US POLICY .
SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

1. On Thursday, 8 Merch, a gj‘oup of government and outside

. specialists net in an all-day session to discuss t_he inplications

/

" of the Sino-Suviet dispuﬁe for US policy. This discussion was a

. Tollow-up of two neetings at the Council on Forelgn Relations held in

New York dQuring February under the aponsorship of the Departrent.

2. The sessionslinl ﬁew York were largely devoted to a dis-
cussion of the nature and depth of the Sino-Soviet dispute. There
was general agreerient on the following propositions:

a. Relations between Péiping and mscow; which have
been deteriorating since 1958, reached their lowest point

as a result of developnents ot and subsequent to the XXII

Party Congress.

1/ A list of participents end the agenda for the meeting is at-
tached at onnex.
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b. There is little if any likelihood that the

dispute will be resolved in the foreseeable future.
In fact the dispute cannot be resolved without fun-
daental ideological and political coneeséions.
Neither side is 1ikely to do this under its present
leadership.

c. There is a good chance that the dispute will
'further deterlorate to the point of an open break.g/

(Assessnients of the chances of such a break ranged fron

about 2 in 5 to about 3 in 5).
| d. Even if thé situation "rocks along" at about
its present level £or the next year or 50 (pe;'haps
nore likely than an open bresk and certainly nore -
likely than a reconciliation), there are nany 1mp5rt-
ant fxplications for US policy and security which de-

serve study.

2/ For the purpose of these discussions an open break is defined

as a break in party relations (expressed as a cessation of
© corxmnications between the two parties, notification to other

parties of the moverient -- by either or both -- that "conradely”
relations no longer prevailed, and public attacks by each party
on the leaders of the other), together with a highly inmportent
acbiguity in theix state-to-state relations, including an en-
biguity as to the status of their rutual defense agreenents.
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e. Of the three possible developrients that could

%ake place in Sino-Soviet relations:

(1) A reconciliation would have the least

. desirable (indeed undesirable) consequence for

the US. J
(2) A continuation of the present situation
would have nany advantages for the US. (Not the

least of which is the confusisn and uncertainty

the dispgte would continue to produce in other
parties).

(3) A corplete break would be the nost ad-
vantageous developnent ~-- indeed , it would (or
¢ould) represent the 'nost significant change in
tﬁe world's power balance since 1949 (when the

Corrunists took power in China).

f. Granting the propositions in "e" above, the US
probably has only linited resources and opportunities to

affect directly and significantly the course of Sino-Soviet

relations, even if it should choose to do so.
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&+ Even though therevare substantial lirdtations
on our ability to iﬁfluenbe the course of the dispute,
there will be nany opportunities which, if carefully
exploited, would serve US interests (in the third parties,

in underdeveiopéd countries, in international negotiations).

3. Although there were some ninor differences of erjphasis
anong; the participants with respect to these propositions, it

was agreed to accept then as a basis for the discussion of

- policy inmplications which took place in Washington.

k. The first najor topic for discussion was the stance or

over-all policy the US should adopt toward the Sino-Soviet dispute

in o situation short of an opeﬁ break (i.e.; the circunstances
currently pre&aiiiﬁc).. I;lis worfh recalling heré that, to the
exfenx.a'policy has been grticulafed, 1t has been to oininize of-
ficial corment oﬁ the dispute, renain official@y aloof and restrict
our actiosns to unattributable pefipheral operations. The rationale
behind this has been based on two assuriptions: the dispute has
been progressing nicély under its own stean and there is little
that we could do to help it along; aﬁything we say or 4o night, in

fact, drive the two protagonists together.

-4
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5. This policy and these assunptions were subjected to
critical review. Underlying the discussion was f?.'e view {agreed
upon by a1l participants) that the dispute had now gone to such
lengths and the various national, ideological end personal dif-
ferences between the two sides were so fundanental, that US
policy ﬁeed ﬁot be inhibited by fear that our words or deeds

- (obviously short of anything as extrere as an attack on nainland
China) could, in themselves, result in a reconciliation between
Moscow and Peiﬁing. Tt was agreed that the US should not publicly
¢row over the dispute, but also that the US showld mot renain
silent: that accuratg publicity given the dispute wogid, at a
oinirw, exacerbate problens of diseipline in the world Currmnist
novenent and the individual parties, whereas sllence would en-
com:age'the Cormunist world to believe that it could “econtain"

the dispute within sone such forrmla as "non-antagonistic comtra-
dictions."

6. As to chéosing sides in the dispute, the participants
leaned toward tﬁe USSR, but ca.utioned that the choice should be
nade on indi;ridual 1ssues and circunstanceé. It was generally
agreed that M;)ééow's stated positions, with their euphasis on
coexistence and sensitivty_ ‘to escalation of wars, present less

danger to the US (st least in the short run) than Peiping's stated

-5-
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strategy of nilitant revolutionary action. US policy should
der:onstrate wherever feasible tﬁat an atnosphere of "eoexis-
kten;é" with the USSR (being preﬁared to exchange concessions)
is feasible and should nake crystal clear that the Chinese
"hich-risk" policy would be countered resolutel& (i.e., that
such a policy will entail higher risks than the USSR, or
Peiping without Soviet support, would care to accept). At
the sare tine, it w;'sxs agreed, the US éhould pot adopt a posi-
tion toward the Chin;se which would tie our hands in the event
of an open bresk; in other WOfds, we should t;y to encourage
favorable.trends in Sov;et policy now, while.leaving roomvto
encourage favoroble trends iﬁ Chinese policy later.

T. The ﬁext majof‘topic was the consideration of general

| 3/
‘US policy in the event of & break. Two fundamental propositions

provided pguidelines for this discussion: +the consequences of a
break were so importan£ for the US that, even if the chances
of a break during this year were regarded as less than even,

serious consideration should be given to US policy in such a.

3/ See footnote 2/ for owr working definition of a "break".

ﬁ/ In fact nost participants reparded the chances as at least
50-50 . . i
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contingencaf: ‘since a break was ét least conceivable in the
next several nonths, policy plenning should start irmediately.
The parficipo.nts felt that an open break would have serious
implications for US policy on such questions as Cﬁinese nen-
bership in the UN, récognition of Conmist China', trade

policy toward the DBloc, the status of Talwan,and the offshore

islands, etc.

8. The arpunent was advanced that a conplete bresk would
renove any repalning Soviet restraints on China and would in-
tensify competition between Moscow and Peii’)ing to prove their

superior Marxist-leninist Lulita.ncy. Most participants felt,

however, that while the Chinese right be more disposed to ag-

gression after a break, their capability would be considerably

‘reduced. In view of increased_doubts that Moscow would defend

then against Western retaliation, Peiping would probably.have to
proceed with deliberate caution. It was génerally 'e_agreed that
subversion and arred "liberation” activities would probably in-
crease around China's perip-hez"y-, but that this would be of a

kind calculated not to provoke nassive Western retaliation.
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9. The participants felt that the USSR, in the event of

an open break, night be tempted to run greater risks in the
short-tern (to denonstrate its nilitancy), but would not wish
to appear to be yielding to the Chinese and (far this and other
N reasons) would probably be less aggressive in the long-run.
Tt was felt that Soviet intervention in situations in which US
~ forces becane directlj involved with Chinese forces would be
“ likely only if it appeared that Chinese Comumgt cqntrol over
its own territory was actually threatened. Hence, the best
course for. the US would be to exércise restraint, but to hold -

5/
Pirnly to present positions. It was agreed that, in the

event of an open break as well as under present circurstances,

the US should, in a brond sense, encourage the USSR to adopt
in fact its stated positions in the dispute. However, the

participants also again emphusized. that it would be necessary
to give careful study to specific situations an issues as a

basis for policy declsions.

10. US policy with respect to certain specific areas and . - A ‘}

issues was then discussed. As for the specific question of policy

on DBerlin there were a few who thought that -Khrushchev's i'angé of

raneuver had been narrowed by the Chinese challenge and a few who

5/ US policy in certain apeéifié situations (e.g., Southeast | o
Asin) is discussed below. o : - ‘
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thought 1t had been increased. The consensus, however, was

that Soviet policy on Derlin would be deternined on its nerits,

And that US policy should be siﬁiiarly deternined: in other

words, in the case of Berlin, the Sino-Soviet dlspute was only

narginally relevant for both the USSR and the US. It was gener-

2lly ug,reed. thdt in the event of an open break the USSR night be

nore disposed to reach a settlement on Derlin acceptable to the

West, just as the Soviet internal crisis following Stalin's

death was soon expressed in a tiore conciliatory Soviet line in

the Karedn conflict. : \

11. There was considerable discussion on the implications of

the dispute for US disarianent policy. It was agreed that Moscow
night be serious ab:?ut reaching a meaningful.agreenent on disama-
nent and #uclear-tesfing. However, there is a sharp linit on the
range of neaningful agreenent because of Pelping's absence fran
the talks; the Chinese have said they would not accepﬁ an agree-

nent which they did not participate in negotiating.

12, Sore participants proposed pushing the current disarma-
uent negotiations as far as possible and then confronting the
Chinese with at least sone neasure of agréenent between East and

West. The USSR, under these clrcuristances, would presunably be

-9-
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assoclated with lthe West. in bringing sone préssures on Peiping
to go alwng with whatever neasure of agreeitent had been reached
(our own i)robiem with the French was noted as a possible conplica-
tion). A proposal was advenced that the disanlar_lent talks be

N taken out from unler UN auspices as soon as it was clear that

| negotiations wcfe at an irnpasse and that Peiping be then invited

to pa.x*bicipate. Proponénts of this ldea stressed _the need to
éduca.te the Chinese on the technical problc_eus of disarnanent.
They a.l‘soi felt that Chinese par’qicipation would give Moscow an
added inceﬁtive 4o reach a.(;reement-(since an effective control
anong all nuelear powers would now be theoretically poss;ble) H
noreover, it night exacerbate the Sinc.>-Sc')viet dispute by forcing
Moscow and Pelping to try to reach a cornmon pbsition in the telks.
Even if nothing specific care osut of such discussions, it was
felt that thecy would provide a channel of cor.mnication with
Pelping over and above that availasble 11;1 Warsaw - a channel which
nost participents felt was sorely needed. - Failing Chinese parti-
cipation in such talks, considerafion should be given to a discus-
sion with the USSR acbout o nuclear-free zone in Asia;, a proposal
which would probably not be accepted by Péiping , but discussion of
which would 'c;most certainly 1ncré$se Chinéée ‘resentment and sus-
picimsof the USSR. (Prior to éuch  a discussion, however, our own

pysition on this issue should be ca.refully' reviewed).

-10-
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13. In regerd to the policy question of "surmitry" the partici.

pants agreed that the Sino-Soviet dispute gives us an added
interést in talking with the Soviets. Swuzridt talks would help
show wﬁethez; the Sino-Soviet dispute riakes the USSR riore concilia-
tory toward the Wcst. It would alsobexcite Pelping's suspiéions

of Moséow -~ as orthodox "Marxists" they would oppose such contacts
with the West, but, on the other hand, would resent their exclusion
fron the talks. Howevér » 1t was strongly felt that the sur: of

US interests rother than the Sino-Soviet dispute per se should
dlctate US policy on sux:mitfy. If there were other good reasons
for a swmit neeting, there would probably be certain desirable
spill-over effects on the Sino-Soviet dispute (particularly if

Far East natters were anong those discuséed). There was general

' agrcenent on the obvious caveats about the need t-_o go to a swmit
peeting well-prepared ard to_avoid erousing expectations of sub-
stantiq..'_l. agreerents, particularly since the creation of a better
atrisphere (even without any firn agreenents) wouldin itself

serve our purposes.

.14, The discussion on the itplications of the dispute for USF

policy toward Vietnan and Laos revea.led considerable differences of

view. As regards Vietnan, in line with our overvall position in the

-ll-
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danger that a war there would e's'ca.la.te. Such a position would be

be particularly effective applied to Vietnan, since the Chinese
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Sino-Soviet dispute, we should try to persuade the Cormmnists that

agcression there cannot succeed; indeed there would be serious -
ained at exploiting Sino-Soviet differences on local wars and night

cunﬁend that the US will not take significant risks in underdeveloped
areas. It was generally agreed thet this pollcy would be nost ef~
fective in the event of an open break between Msscow and Peiping H

a credible threat of escalation would give Ho Chi Minh the dis-
agreeable alternatives of being defeated or (at a nininun) accepting
Chinese control, and confromted with such alternatives, Ho would

probably reduce Viet Cong activities in South Vietnarz. It was

recognized, however, that the situation in Vietnan is very cbmplex ,
cértain]& deserving nore than.the brief attention we gafe it, and
1t was agreed that we should not péetend that we had confidehce

in our hasty conclusions about 1t.. We were uné.ble to reach ogree-

rent on any irportant proposition in regard to laos,

>15. Thgre wes sinilar lack of apgreenent about China policy
in a situation short of a bresk. A few felt that the US should
begln now t5 relax the trade ercbargo on Chiz:La s0 as to help the
Chinese stand firn in the dispute, looking toward the eventual

triuzph of rightist forces ;ln China and a Yugoslav-Qtype foreipgn

oo
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policy in the event of a break. Others arcucd that o conciliatory
policy £oward Peiping would nerely strengthen radical ele:enfs
which now doninate £he regine, and would discourage Moscow frou
poving toward a break (in that a break would, in a sense, repre-
sent the uwltiniete form of pressure‘against China, and there would
be less point in exerting this pressure if Peiping were already
receiving support fron other sources). Sone naintained that,

even in the event of a break, the US should wait for the Chinese
to turn toward the rigﬁt before helping thenis The participants
disapreed as to whether there was any reasonable hope of "buying
off" the Chinese at this tine with grain or other econonidc in-
ducerents (i.e., whether the Chinese could be discouraged fron-
acts of agrression in this way). Prubsnents of wheat sales argued
that by "building bridges to China" the US could hope ultimately
to gain soe econom;c leverage. Opponents of such reasures con-
tended that this would only reward fhe wicked in China and _
strengthen the radicals at a critical tire, failing to assist in
any way the férces necessary to a richtward turn. There wés little
time,’unfortunately, for discussion of the question of(whether the
US should help the Chinese-rightdwing to power -- a question which

would have to weigh the considerations that (&) the right-wing

-13-
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would probably nodify Chinese positions in the dispute thch are
offensive to us, but (b) the right-wing also represents the
"Soviet feam" in China and would probably act to irprove the

Sino-Soviet relationship.

S 16. Iﬁ cdnclusion; the participants felt that an inportan§
result of the Sino-Soviet dispute 1s the destruction of the ryth
that corzunisz is a nonolithic unity, en undivided wave of the
future which inexorably sweeps over the capitalist world. The
ﬁS benefits fror: the confusion gnd'doubt occasloned by the dis-
pute and can exploit this effectively within Corrmnist parties
.and anong leftists throughout the world (particularly in the un-
derdeveloped areas). Widespread disseminatipn of factually accu-
rate documentary naterial (especially by covert neans) would
greatly assist polycéntric tendéncies observable in the world

Coorwnist novenent and within individual parties since 1956.

17. The participants agreed that 1t would be very useful
for o sinilar'grcup ~- or perhaps snaller groups -- to nieet
periodically to discuss developuents in the Simo-Soviet dispute

ond their inplications for specific questions of US policy.

<o
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ANNEX A

Participants in the Discussion of the Inplications for Us
- . Policy of the Sino-Soviet Dispute, held at the Departient
R of State, O March 1962

Governrent Participants

Theodore Achilles, Departnent of State
Mose Harvey, Departnent of -State

Robert Darnett, Departnent of State

Allan Whiting, Departnent of State

Colonel Thonas Wolfe, Departrent of Defense
Chester L. Cooper, CIA - Chairman

W. P. Southard, CIA

L ‘

Non-Governnent Participants

Alexander Dallin, University of Columbia
Zbigniew Drzezinski, University of Colurbila
Henry Roberts, University of Colurdbia’
Alexander Eckstein, University of Michigan
Donald Zagoria, Rand

Willian Griffiths, MIT

John Lindbeck, Harvard University

John Canpbell, Council on Foreign Relations
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ANNEX D

A. What stance or over-all policy should the US adopt
toward the Sino-Suviet dispute in a situetlion short of an open

break?

B. What stance or over-all policy should the US adopt in

the event of an open break?

C. How, if at gll, does the Sino-Suviet dispute affect -
Soviet and Chinese behavior and policles in specific situations

. or with respect to specific issues? For exanple:

(1) Berlin
52; Disarnanent
3) Swuzltry

(4) Lass and S.outh Vietnan

D. How, if at 2ll, should US policy with respect to these

situations or issues be influenced by the Sino-Soviet dispute?

E. What specific US policies or tactics 4o you think would
have the effect of

(1) Intensifying the dispute?

(2) Increase the deleterious effect of the dispute
- arong other Corrmnist parties in general or se-
lected parties in particular.

(3) Dlunting or dissipating the thrust of Bloc, Soviet,
or Cormunist policies (internal or foreigns.
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